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 REQUIREMENTS

— OSHA 1960 Requires Annual Safety Program Self-Assessments
For All Federal Agencies

— OSHA VPP TED 8.1aRequires That “The Applicant Must Have A
System For Annually Evaluating The Operation Of The Safety
And Health Program.”

— NASA ASI Requires That “ Self-Evaluation (Of Each Center) Be
Performed Documenting How Each Center Is Meeting The Core
Requirements For Occupational Safety and Health.” The ASI Also
Requires That Detailed Metrics Be Used To Monitor And Manage
The Progress And Effectiveness Of Safety Programs
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« THEBOTTOM LINE
— Dr. W. Edwards Deming Said It Best —“If You Can’'t Measure It,
You Can't Manage It.”
— The PEP Provides A Comprehensive And Proactive Means To
Measure Safety And Health Programs
« Employee and Management Views Of Their Safety Programs

— Ratings For Each
— Comparative Analysis of the Two Views
. "E' Statistical Analysis of Actual Safety And Health
Program Historical Information
— Converted to PEP Rating Format
— Comparative Analysis With Survey Results
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« THEBOTTOM LINE (continued)

— The PEP Provides A Comprehensive And Proactive Means To
Measure Safety And Health Programs (continued)

. m Job Hazard Analysis Checklist
— Provides Individual Job/Task Assessment
— Provides 2/3 of a Comprehensive Job Hazard Analysis
» Does Not Provide Job/Task Process Analysis
— Provides Facility Overall Assessment
. m Mishap, Hazard, and Close-call Common Cause and
Trend Analysis
— Provides For Focused Safety Inspections and Audits
» By Organizations
» By Safety and Health Personnel
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Date: March 13, 2001
From: Irwin Hopson, Independent Consultant

RE: Relationship between PEP Survey and External Safety Surveys

An interesting finding was discover ed during the External Safety Survey of JSC Center
Operations Directorate (JA), the OSHA onsitereview for VPP certification for BRSP
(JA), and theresults of the PEP Survey--all findings matched up. Also theresultsof the
External Survey of Ellington Flight Crew Directorate (CA), apreliminary visit by the
OSHA Field Coordinator for Region VI VPP, and theresults of the PEP Survey for CA
matched up aswell. Thistells methat the PEP Survey isan excellent tool to be used
internally to gauge how effective an organization’s Safety and Health Program is.
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PEP OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH
SURVEY DATA
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@ s h

Por Pericl  Suppuried Nass Orpanization: Cenenc
Cht, | R Cirpunizniion: Lol
Code 100

Recommendations for Improvemant an your existing Safety and Haalth Program far
Cruestions rated befow 3.0

MANAGEMENT LEADERSHIP AND EMPLOYEE PARTICIPATION
MANAGEMENT LEADERSHIP

o 1-(AS], CPRE T, para. v, & vl (05SHS 1960,.11) Safely policy shousd be reflected in
position descriptons and pedformince plans for &l employvess
2 5-[4&5], CPR 1-4) The NASA Administrator requires that all managers and employess
b familiar with the requirements of the A5
[WORKPLACE AMNALYSIS
SURVEY AND HAZARDS ANALYSIS
£30- (DEHA TED B 1a, Appendix A, para. C) A ok hazard analysis should be conducted
ars ewery o o ensooe that &l hazards are kentified and ANy ECEEEaTY conliols ane
in place
MISHAP RECORDS AND AMALYSIS
MISHAP INVESTIGATION

gubsmnifting a close call report,

\ Gran - (OEHA 1850 28) Employess should ba nolified within 15 working days after

252 - (D5HA TED 814 Appendix O, "General") Siatistical injury and ilness dala shoold
be fully analyzed and effecively commaunicated 1o emplovess
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PEP HISTORICAL MISHAP DATA
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
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Mishap, Severity, and Property Damage Rates (per 100 emp)

GOOD TRENDS

1999




PERFORMANCE EVALUATION PROFILE g
CAPABILITIES

Center: Johnson Space
Supported NASA Organization:
Organization:

JSC Hazard and Close Call Rates (Per 100 emp)
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Supported NASA Organization:

Center: Johnson Space center

Organization:
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Center: Johnson Space center
Supported NASA Organization:

Organization:

—&— PEP Mishap Rating —&— PEP Preventive (Hzrd and CC) Rating —e— PEP Overall Rating ====PEP Survey Rating
5.00
+—
4.00 I\\ —
1
=D
“REALITY” GAP \
.00 CONTINUOUS PROGRAM
' IMPROVEMENT

PEP Rating

2.00
\/

1.00

0.00
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

Fiscal Year



PERFORMANCE EVALUATION PROFILE
CAPABILITIES

PEP JOB HAZARD ANALYSIS
CHECKLIST
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ELEMENTSOF A JOB HAZARD
ANALYSIS
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ELEMENTSOF A JOB HAZARD ANALYSIS

TASK PROCESSANALYSIS

. Detailed Step-by-Step Task Breakdown
0  Hazards |dentified For Each Step
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Job Hazard Analysis Report

Date: 9/27 /00

Hame:

Job Titde:

Location: Johnson Space Center, Bldg, 225 -

Floaor 1

Task/Step

Hazard

Finding

Reqgulation

[(1910,22) — All places of employvment

Are all work areas clean. sanitary, and orderly? M zhall be kept clean and orderly and in
a sanitary condition.
Iz there hot water available in the restroom? (=14
Are all tailets and washing facilities clean and sanitary? Mrk, (1910'.141.:1 - Washlng famlltles s_h_all
be maintained in a sanitary condition.
wiarkplace Health [MHE F220,1B) — Wark areas shall be
Are roorms mmaintained at & cormmfortable termperature? M raaintained at a commfortable
temperature,
I= the OSHA "Employeea’s Rights" poster properly displayed? Ok
Iz the EECQC's Amnaricans With Disabilities poster displayed? ol 4
I=s the Forrmo200; Injury and Illness Reporting Formn posted? (a4
Iz the Farnily and Medical Leave Act notice properly displayed? Ok
Are ernergency phone nurnbers posted wherethey can be readily found in case G
of am ermmergency?
Are fire evacuation procedures posted? ok
Are there signs marking the exits from . the building? Lol o
Witk place [1910.361 — Every building or structure
Ernergency Iz there ermergency lighting in roorns without windows? MCrk shlzallbllae_ﬁqm!:!peﬁ withi 'adeg;latfe and_
[ P e reliable illurnination to provide for exit
Firet fid of the facilities,
Are appropriate and current regional hazard protection plans (hurricane, S
sarthquake, et ) in place?
Are MSDS sheets available for 2ach type of hazardous chemical or agant ok
present in the wark area”
are work arsas fres frarmm electrical wires in the walkways? (=]
Iz the minimur clearance of 18 inches maintained betwean the bottom of any
sprinkler head or fire detection device and the top of equipment, storage, ik
. raam partitions, or rmobile cormpact shelving within a reorm? Thizs "plane of
vigekplace: e | " ehall o My wall Il through h
Bratecticn clearance” shall exten aorizontally wall to wall throughout the room.
’ ’ #are fire extinguishers mounted in readily accessible locations? Ok
Are fire extinguizhers checked rmonthly/periodically? Ok
Iz the 44-inch rainimurm clearance maintained in all hallways, 3isles, and S

maior passacgewavs between nartitions or cubicles?
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PEP MISHAPS HAZARDS, AND CLOSE-CALLS
COMMON CAUSE AND TREND ANALYSIS
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JSC FISCAL YEAR 2000 SAFETY SUMMARY ANALYSIS BY ORGANIZATION

225

ACTUAL VALUE =472
175 ACTUAL VALUE = 280

125

75

25

-25

O CLOSE CALLS
m HAZARDS
O MISHAPS
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JSC FISCAL YEAR 2001 SAFETY ANALYSIS SUMMARY BY ORGANIZATION

ACTUAL = 164

O CLOSE CALLS
®m HAZARDS
O MISHAPS




50—

45-

40~

35+

30

25+

20

1511 ||

101 1 I

PERFORMANCE EVALUATION PROFIL E g
CAPABILITIES

JSC FISCAL YEAR 2000 SAFETY ANALYSIS SUMMARY BY BUILDING

O CLOSE CALLS

m HAZARDS
O MISHAPS
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JSC FISCAL YEAR 2001 SAFETY ANALYSIS SUMMARY BY BUILDING

O CLOSE CALLS
m HAZARDS
O MISHAPS
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JSC FISCAL YEAR 2000 SAFETY ANALYSIS SUMMARY BY BUILDING

O CLOSE CALLS

m HAZARDS
O MISHAPS
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JSC BUILDING 10 FISCAL YEAR 2000 SAFETY ANALYSIS SUMMARY

COMMON TYPES
EACH YEAR
%, % s, %% %, % % *
2, P ()N S G, G, o <
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JSC BUILDING 10 FISCAL YEAR 2001 SAFETY ANALYSIS SUMMARY

2.5+
COMMON TYPES

EACH YEAR

1.5+

O CLOSE CALLS
m HAZARDS
O MISHAPS

0.5
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AL YEAR 2000 BLDG 10 MISHAPS BY CAUSE/ACTIVITY

MISHAP CAUSE TRENDS

Act|vm_/ Not Caught Lifting/Movin Slip/Trip Stnk‘mg Struck By Twist/Turn
Classified In/Between g Against
B OTHER 1
0O FIRE/EXPLS - HIGH HEAT SOURCE 2
B HANDLING - DESIGN DEEICIENCY - il
<|:| HANDLING - DEVIATION FROM PROCEDURE 1 1 1
A —
B HAZARDOUS
O HUMAN FACTORS - LACK OF ATTENTION 1
O HUMAN FAC SV alarat=N e =
@ HUMAN FACTORS - MISJUDGEMENT OF 1
CONDITIONS
——
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« SUMMARY

— THE PEP PROVIDES “END-TO-END” SAFETY AND
HEALTH PROGRAM EVALUATION

Provides A “Focused” Approach To Application Of Critical
Resources To The Most Critical Areas

| dentifies Specific Problem Areas Within Organizations And/Or
Facilities
|dentifies Sefety 1ssues Down To Individual Job/Task Level

Provides Comparison Of “Safety Program Knowledge” To
“Safety Program Implementation Results’
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PEP SYSTEM SAFETY SURVEY
DATA RESULTS
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e« CONFUSION AROSE DURING FY 2000 SYSTEM
SAFETY SURVEY REGARDING WHO SHOULD
TAKE THE SURVEY

— Program Managers And Technical Staff Only Should Take
The Survey
 Managers
* Engineers
» Operations Personnel
— Administrative Personnel Should Not Take The Survey
e Technicians
o Secretarial
* Administrative (Budgets, Personnel, Legal, Etc.)
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Nasa Organization:

Organization:
Period: Jun,2000 —e— Employees —m— Management —aA— Center Avg
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450 A
\ =
4.00 /\/
+
3.50
3.00 eck
2.96 \

<
250 \
o COMMUNICATION ISSUES
2.00

Program Category: All or Selected Program Categories
1.50

Program Name: All or Selected Program Names
1.00

Task Category: All or Selected Task Categories
0.50
0.00 : : : : : : : : : :

Management Employee Hazard Risk Analysis System Hazard Problem Mishap Analysis System Operations Support
Commitment  Involvement Analysis Design Safety ~ Controls Reporting & Reporting Training Training Training Training

Analysis

Elements
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Raecsearah Facjlitien

Resammendations for mprevameant an your existing Safety and Health Program for
Crusstions rated befow =3O

MANMNASZEMEMNT COMMITMENT & EMPLOYEE INWOLWVEMENT
MAMASEMENT COMMITMEMNT
g T- [NPGPER2O0.55, para: 1.83.d, & .Z)MNMPGE BEF 1S gara. Z2.5.1.68) Decigiona regarding
accepianoe of residual azards. shall be rmads only by program rmansagerment - and
based on aa essessmeent of the risk invodwed
SYSTEM HAZARD AND RISK AMALY SIS
RISK ARALYSIS
F23 - (NP B715, para. 3491 MIL-STD 82320, para 4.5] Risk ahould be cafegorized by
slarndard classilicatans of severity. and liklihood of coturrences
HAZARD PREVENTION ANMND COMNTROL
SYSTEM DESIGHN SAFETY
2EG- [NPS 87150 para. 3 85 Prefimimarry Hasard Analvsis should be congucied imthe
progras concepiuai phase and bacames the foundathon all he sysiam - safety
spoaifieaton for wse in svystems design
28 (MPE ETTS. para. 3 87 3HMIL-STD 8820 para, 4 30 Assiire Lhal safety critevia,
Tlimstations, and reguirerments resull in mamtamning the desired l=2vels of scocepiashis
risk
HAZARD CONTROLS
A0 (WP 8715, para. 35 180MIL-STD 8582C, para. 4.1 1) Acceptance of residusal
haards - and their associated controls shall e (he rasponsibiily ST prograrm
SN SgerTeen
PROBLEM REPORTING AMD AMALYSIS
237 - (MPE ETIS, para. 3.5 1T 5MIL-STE BEZE pasa: 4.200) The MNASS Lessars Laegerned
Iriformation Sysiem should be used o peovide lesadns Eamed linformation and
aragbysis
MISHAP REPORTIMNG
FAD - [NPGE 8715 para,. 3 3.4 & mikshan repartng racking Syslerm Shoukd b provicled 1o
track meishap histarses - smnd o expedits ncorporation of corrective aotions
T RAINING
AMNALYSIS TRAIMING
T - (MNP BT A para. £ SHNPD 300007) Sa perscannel showid have coimprenensive
tramming in fiveir respective disciplilnes
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« SUMMARY

— THE PEP SYSTEM SAFETY SURVEY PROGRAM

» Provides Insight Into Program System Safety Requirements
Implementation As Measured Against NASA Standards

* Provides“Actual” Versus*Intended” Comparison
* Provides“Get Well” Information to Improve System Safety
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« OVERALL SUMMARY

— OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH SURVEY

* FY 2001 Surveys
— Sample Size Will Be /3 Of The Workforce
— Optional Statistical Analysis Will Be Available
» Requires Submissions of 5 Y ear Mishap Profile
» Data Requirement Contained in Excel Spreadsheet Format
— Scheduled For Completion By June 30, 2001
— Recommend Inclusion of Contractor Workforce

— SYSTEM SAFETY SURVEY

 FY 2001 Survey
— Sample Size Will Be 1/3 Of The Workforce
— Scheduled For Completion By June 30, 2001
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RECOMMENDATION

— Develop An Agency-Wide Common Database For Mishaps
(IR1S), Hazard Tracking, and Close-Call Tracking

» Centralize Database For Cost-Savings and Ease of Maintenance
— Only One Database to Maintain
— Centralized HELP Desk Function Available to All NASA Centers
» Fully Accessible To All NASA Centers
« Maintain Data Security For Each NASA Center
» Advantages

— Allows A Focused Approach To Safety Inspections By Providing
Insight Into Mishap Types And Causes

— Allows Full Utilization of PEP Capability For Detailed Safety
Program “ End-to-End” Evaluation

— Does Not Require Additional Resources at NASA Centers
— Meets VPP Requirement For Demonstrated Self-Assessment



